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1*.  SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTES 

This  is  a  revised  version  of  a  talk  presented  at  the  Third  Annual 
Symposium  on  Applied  Behavioral  Science,  May  8-9,  1980,  Virginia 
Polytechnic  Institute  and  State  University,  Blacksburg,  VA. 

IS.  KEY  WOROS  (Continue  on  rmvoroo  mid*  ti  nacoaoary  and  Identity  by  block  numbfr) 

Organizational  Climate;  Work  Climate;  Interactional  Psychology; 
Person-Situation  Interaction;  Organization  Design. 


ABSTRACT  (Continue  on  rovoroo  tldm  II  nocoooory  and  Idontlfy  by  block  numb  or) 

The  literature  on  work  climates  is  reviewed  and  summarized  and,  then, 
an  hypothesis  about  the  etiology  of  climates  is  presented.  The  litera¬ 
ture  summary  reveals  that  in  the  past  fifteen  years  five  kinds  of 
conceptual  progress  and  four  kinds  of  methodological  progress  have  been 
made.  It  is  noted  that  collectively  these  advances  define  a  "climate 
approach"  to  understanding  organizational  behavior.  The  hypothesis 
suggests  that  work  climates  emerge  from  the  naturally  occurring  patterns  - 
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-of  the  goal-oriented  interactions  of  people  with  each  other  and 
(changing)  facets  of  their  work  environment.  This  hypothesis 
rests  on  two  important  interactionist  assumptions:  (1)  people  tend 
to  be  attracted  to,  selected  by,  and  leave  from  organizations 
yielding  settings  characterized  by  particular  kinds  of  people;  and 
(2)  separating  the  nature  of  person  from  the  nature  of  setting 
(perceiver  from  perceived)  is  difficult.  Thus,  it  is  suggested, 
work  climates  are  indeed  perceptions  of  organizational  processes 
but  in  different  settings  different  climates  will  exist  because 
different  kinds  of  people  will  exist  there. 
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versions  of  this  paper. 
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The  concept  of  work  or  organizational  climate  (the  terms  will  be  used 
interchangeably)  was  introduced  into  the  fields  of  Industrial/Organiza¬ 
tional  Psychology  and  Organizational  Behavior  in  the  late  1950's  and  early 
1960's  by  a  group  of  social/behavioral  scientists  concerned  with  manage¬ 
ment  and  organizational  effectiveness  (Argyris,  1957;  Gellerman,  1959; 

\ 

McGregor,  1960).  These  people  extended  Lewin's  work  on  the  creation  of 
social  climates  in  boy's  groups  (e.g.,  Lewin,  Lippitt  &  White,  1939) 
to  the  work  setting.  They  reasoned  that  organizational  practices  and 
procedures,  especially  managerial  style,  can  influence  the  perceptions 
employees  have  of  the  major  orientations,  including  goals  and  values,  of 
the  organization.  Thus,  following  the  Gestalt  psychology  orientation  of 
Lewin,  they  assumed  that  organizations  communicate  a  particular  atmosphere 
or  climate  to  their  employees  through  behaviors  toward  employees. 
Organizations,  then,  which  emphasized  productivity  through  incentive 
systems,  assembly  lines,  and  so  on,  might  be  said  to  have  a  "high  pressure" 
climate;  organizations  which  required  the  wearing  of  safety  goggles  and 
shoes,  had  training  programs  in  safe  behavior  and  the  handling  of  emergen¬ 
cies,  rewarded  foremen  based  on  their  safety  records,  and  so  on,  would 
be  perceived  as  having  a  "climate  for  safe  behavior."  The  idea  was  that 
through  organization  practices  and  procedures,  the  issues  that  were  im¬ 
portant  to  management  would  be  communicated  to  employees. 

In  the  20  or  so  years  since  those  earlier  works,  the  concept  of 
climate  at  work  has  received  a  considerable  amount  of  attention.  At 
least  12  reviews  of  the  literature  have  been  published,  and  some  authors 


have  written  more  than  one  review.  The  first  comprehensive  review  was 


A 


published  about  15  years  ago  by  Forehand  and  Gilmer  (1964).  Five  years 
later  Campbell,  Dunnette,  Lawler  and  Weick  (1970)  and  Taguiri  and  Litwin 
(1968)  performed  this  service,  and  five  years  ago  the  field  was  li-terally 
inundated  with  reviews  (Hcllriegvl  6  Slocum,  1974;  James  &  Jones,  1974; 
Payne  &  Pugh,  1976;  Schneider,  1975).  Jones  and  James  (1979)  and 
Joyce  and  Slocum  (1979)  have  done  second  reviews  and,  while  some  newcomers 
have  contributed  reviews  (Naylor,  Pritchard  6  llgen,  1980;  Powell  & 
Butterfield,  1978;  Woodman  &  King,  1978),  five  years  have  elapsed  since 
my  earlier  essay  (Schneider,  1975). 

These  reviews  have  had  different  foci  depending  somewhat  on  the 
research  liteiature  available  at  the  time  but  also  on  the  predilections 
of  the  reviewer(s).  For  example,  Payne  and  Pugh  (1976)  appear  to  have 
been  influenced  by  more  macro  organizational  structure  concerns  in  their 
presentation  while  Litwin  and  Stringer  (1968)  emphasized  the  role  of 
individual  motivation,  particularly  the  need  for  achievement.  In  the 
more  recent  reviews,  Naylor  et  al.  (1980)  have  taken  a  cognitive/informa¬ 
tion  processing  approach  to  the  role  of  climate  in  understanding  work 
behavior  while  Jones  and  James  (1979)  have  approached  the  topic  from  a 
social  learning  perspective. 

I 

It  was  to  be  erpected  that  reviewers  would  take  different  positions 
on  what  climate  is  because  the  concept  was  relatively  new  and  researchers 
did  not  conceptualize  the  concept  from  a  common  paradigm.  By  and  large 
this  divergence  of  approaches  has  been  healthy  in  that  a  certain  amount 
of  debate  has  been  generated.  Ic  should  become  clear  in  the  review  that 
follows  what  some  of  the  issues  in  these  debates  have  been.  The  review 


emphasizes  the  kinds  of  conceptual  and  methodological  progress  that  have 


been  made  in  the  past  20  years,  with  the  emphasis  on  progress  rather 
than  critique;  for  the  latter  see  Woodman  and  King  (1978). 


One  facet  of  the  climate  construct  which  has  not  received  very  much 
attention  at  all  concerns  the  etiology  of  climate.  The  explanation 
or  assumption  shared  by  reviewers  and  researchers  has  been  that  the 
climate  in  a  setting  is  a  function  of  either  the  structural  attributes 
of  the  setting  (size,  technology,  hierarchy  of  authority,  etc.)  or  the 
result  of  more  immediate  interpersonal  and  job  design  practices  and  pro¬ 
cedures  (leadership,  participation  in  decision-making,  job  challenge/ 
variety).  There  is  a  paradox,  however,  in  these  emphases  on  the  external 
world  as  the  source  of  climate.  The  paradox  is  that  climate  is  a 
perception  yet  the  nature  of  the  people  doing  the  perceiving  has  re¬ 
ceived  little  attention  in  climate  research  (for  an  exception,  see 
Johnston,  1976).  The  second  part  of  this  paper  is  an  attempt  to  fill 
this  void  by  presenting  a  psychologically  based  framework  for  understanding 
how  climates  in  work  settings  emerge. 

Literature  Review 

Conceptual  Progress.  What  conceptual  progress  has  been  made  as  a 
result  of  these  reviews  and  research  in  the  past  fifteen  years?  First, 
and  most  importantly,  the  climate  approach  to  understanding  how  work  con¬ 
texts  affect  behavior,  grounded  as  it  is  in  employee  perceptions,  offers 
a  much-needed  alternative  to  the  domination  of  organizational  psychology 
and  organizational  behavior  by  motivation.  Everything  in  contemporary 
organizational  behavior/psychology  is  explained  in  terms  of  one  or  more 
need  theories  or  some  variant  of  instrumentality  theory  (Campbell  & 
Pritchard,  1976).  Not  recognized  by  the  motivationists ,  whether  of  the 


content  (need)  or  process  (instrumentality)  persuasion,  is  that  opera¬ 
tionalization  of  their  theoretical  frameworks  is  dependent  upon  perception. 
This  is  particularly  true  for  the  various  instrumentality  theories  which 
require  as  their  basic  data  employee  perceptions  of  the  likelihood  of 
attaining  desired  goals  by  working  at  particular  levels  of  performance 
(frequently  called  instrumentality  perceptions)  and  the  probability  that 
particular  levels  of  effort  will  result  in  particular  levels  of  performance 
(frequently  called  expectancy  perceptions).  My  own  belief,  somewhat 
supported  by  the  work  of  James,  Hartman,  Stebbins  and  Jones  (1977),  is 
that  employee  perceptions  of  instrumentalities  in  a  work  setting  are 
potentially  excellent  sources  of  data  in  climate  research. 

A  second  advance  (or  maybe  this  is  only  a  hope)  has  been  the  demise 
of  the  search  for  "objective"  organizational  structural  explanations/ 
causes  for  climate.  It  now  seems  to  be  agreed  (for  an  exception,  see 
Payne  &  Pugh,  1976)  that  the  climates  that  characterize  settings  reside 
in  the  perceptions  of  organizational  process  (how  the  organization 
functions),  not  in  "objective"  data  on  organizational  structure  (size, 
levels  in  the  hierarchy,  etc.)  (e.g.,  Lawler,  Hall  &  Oldham,  1974;  James, 
Hater,  Gent  &  Bruni,  1978).  Simply  stated,  attempts  to  find  structure- 
climate,  or  structure-attitude  relationships  of  any  kind,  have  yielded 
unimpressive  results  (Porter  &  Lawler,  1965;  Berger  &  Cummings,  1979). 

One  of  the  central  themes  in  the  second  part  of  this  essay  will  be  an 
explanation  of  why  it  is  process,  not  structure,  that  is  at  the  foundation 
of  work  climate. 

A  third  advance  has  been  clarification  of  the  distinction  between 
psychological  climate  and  organizational  climate.  The  distinction,  first 


proposed  b'  James  and  Jones  (1974)  five  years  ago,  has  been  expanded  by 
them  recently  (James  et  al.,  1978;  Jones  &  James,  1979)  and  has  gained 
general  acceptance  (see  Payne,  Fineman  6.  Wall,  1976,  for  a  similar 
proposal).  Briefly,  psychological  climate  is  the  meaning  an  individual 
attaches  to  a  work  context;  organizational  climate  is  the  aggregated 
meaning,  i.e.,  the  typical,  average,  or  usual  way  people  in  a  setting 
describe  it. 

"Climate"  in  both  distinctions  refers  either  to  an  assessed  molar 
perception  or  to  an  inference  made  by  researchers  based  on  assessments 
which  are  perceptions  of  specific  organizational  practices.  To  return 
to  the  safety  example  presented  earlier,  one  researcher  might  directly 
ask  about  the  extent  to  which  safety  is  emphasized  while  another  might 
ask  employees  about  the  extent  to  which  each  of  the  organizational 
practices  (safety  goggles,  safety  shoes,  and  so  on)  exist  and  then  make 
an  inference  about  the  climate  for  safety. 

Also  in  both  distinctions,  climate  refers  to  a  psychological  variable 
wnich  is  an  attribution  about  the  setting;  a  way  for  people  to  make  sense 
out  of  all  of  the  stimuli  around  them  (Naylor,  et  al.,  1980;  Weick,  1979). 
Climate  is  an  attribute  of  the  setting  only  in  the  sense  that  the  people 
in  a  setting  are  an  integral  part  of  it  and  their  perceptions  £f_  it  may 
be  important  for  their  behavior  iri  it.  1  would  argue  that  when  the  people 
in  a  setting  tend  to  agree  about  the  attributes  of  it,  then  those  attributes 
are  as  "real"  and  "objective"  as  any  other.  This  issue  will  be  important 
in  the  second  part  of  the  paper  when  the  question  of  the  separation/ 
integration  of  person  and  setting  is  discussed. 

In  any  case,  organizational  climate,  as  the  aggregate  of  individual 
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perceptions,  has  been  treated  just  like  any  other  organizational  attribute: 
such  aggregate  perceptions  have  been  studied  as  dependent  variables 
(Dieterly  &  Schneider,  1974),  mediating  variables  (Schneider  &  Hall,  1972) 
and  independent  variables  (Schneider,  Parkington  &  Buxton,  1980) .  In  the 
latter  study,  for  example,  the  climate  for  service  in  branch  banks  was 
conceptualized  as  causing  customer  perceptions  of  those  same  branch  banks. 
Data  were  collected  from  both  employees  and  customers  regarding  branch 
practices  and  procedures  emphasizing  service.  Across  23  branches  cor¬ 
relations  in  the  .50  -  .70  range  were  found  between  customer  and  employee 
perceptions  of  these  practices  and  procedures. 

The  fourth  major  advance  follows  from  the  idea  that  people  attach 
meaning  to,  or  make  sense  of,  clusters  of  events,  practices  and  procedures. 
What  this  implies  is  that  work  settings  have  numerous  climates,  as  many 
climates  as  there  are  psychologically  connected  clusters  of  events, 
practices  and  procedures.  The  same  work  setting,  then,  can  be  characterized 
as  having  a  warm  and  friendly  climate  (Schneider,  1973),  a  climate  for 
service  (Schneider,  et  al.,  1980),  a  climate  for  safety  (Zohar,  1980)  and 
a  climate  for  achievement  (Litwin  &  Stringer,  1968). 

An  analogy  to  factor  analysis  may  be  helpful  here.  In  the  typical 
attitude  survey,  respondents  indicate  agreement/disagreement  to  many  items. 
These  item  responses  are  then  submitted  to  principal  components  analysis 
which  identifies  clusters  of  items,  i.e.,  items  which  correlate  well  with 
each  other  but  poorly  with  other  items  in  other  clusters.  The  labels 
attached  to  each  factor  are  abstractions  of  the  specific  item  content. 

By  analogy,  then,  the  different  events,  practices  and  procedures,  and  the  la¬ 
bel  of  the  factor  is  equivalent  to  the  kind  of  climate  the  cluster  of  events, 


practices  and  procedures  connotes.  People  in  organizations  obviously 
encounter  thousands  of  events,  practices  and  procedures  and  they  ob¬ 
viously  perceive  them  in  many  clusters  of  related  sets.  These  sets  each 
define  a  climate;  organizations  thus  have  many  climates. 

In  a  very  interesting  recent  extension  of  this  idea  of  climates, 

Joyce  &  Slocum  (Note  1)  showed^ that  people  can  be  clustered  into  sets 
based  on  their  perceptions  of  the  organization.  These  clusters  seem  to 
form  on  the  basis  of  meaningful  organizational  roles;  i.e.,  by  job 
function,  by  unit,  by  manager/supervisor,  etc..  This  finding  reveals  that 
not  only  do  organizations  have  multiple  climates  based  on  the  kinds  of 
issues  relevant  for  particular  criteria  of  interest  (e.g.,  safety,  service) 
but  also  as  a  function  of  the  unit  of  analysis  (role,  job,  level,  etc.) 
of  interest.  Powell  and  Butterfield  (1978),  then,  speak  of  subsystem 
climates  and  Schneider  and  Snyder  (1975)  show  how  level  or  position  in 
an  organization  yields  different  perceptions.  These  findings  do  not  mean 
one  group  is  more  biased  or  "subjective"  than  another;  they  merely  suggest 
that  people  in  different  roles,  jobs,  etc.  work  under  different  sets  of 
events,  practices  and  procedures.  After  all,  the  typical  manager  does 
work  under  different  conditions  than  the  typical  worker  so  it  is  not 
surprising  to  find  such  differences. 

One  possibility,  of  course,  is  that  differences  in  perceptions  are 
due  to  differences  in  people .  This  hypothesis  would  yield  the  conclusion 
that  different  kinds  of  people  in  the  "same"  situation  would  report  dif¬ 
ferent  levels  or  kinds  of  practices  and  procedures;  the  concept  of 
multiple  climates  in  a  setting  would  then  be  understood  to  result  from 
the  fact  that  different  kinds  of  people  are  there.  This  hypothesis  does 
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not  seem  to  be  supported  by  data  and,  as  will  be  shown  in  some  detail 
later,  it  fails  to  make  sense  from  both  a  theoretical  and  a  realistic 
stance . 

The  data  which  fails  to  support  the  individual  differences  in  per¬ 
ceptions  argument  come  from  all  of  the  laboratory  studies  which  treat 
perceptions  as  dependent  variables  and  all  field  studies  which  compare 
the  perceptions  of  one  differentiable  group  to  another.  For  example, 

Litwin  and  Stringer  (1968)  manipulated  the  practices  and  procedures  under 
which  work  groups  had  to  function  and  showed  that  people  working  in 
achievement-oriented  groups  perceived  them  that  way  while  people  working 
in  power-oriented  groups  perceived  them  to  have  a  climate  for  power.  If 
there  were  important  individual  differences  then  the  between-group 
variance  would  have  been  overwhelmed  by  the  within-group  and  no  significant 
effect  would  have  emerged.  In  the  field,  the  Schneider  et  al.  (1980) 
bank  climate  work  described  earlier  would  not  have  found  such  strong  cor¬ 
relations  between  aggregated  customer  and  employee  perceptions  if  the 
variance  within  branches  was  larger  than  between.  Numerous  other  studies 
could  be  cited  to  prove  the  same  point. 

It  will  be  argued  in  detail  later  (see  also  Schneider,  in  press) 
that  the  reason  for  relatively  good  levels  of  agreement  in  perceptions 
within  settings  is  because  settings  tend  to  be  characterized  by  similar 
kinds  of  people.  That  is,  as  the  result  of  people  being  differentially 
attracted  to,  selected  by,  and  leaving  from  setting,  the  nature  of  the 
kinds  of  people  in  any  one  setting  will  become  relatively  homogeneous. 

The  result  of  this  homogeneity  will  be  relatively  similar  strategies  for 
organizing  stimuli  and  sense-making  (Weick,  1979).  Common  strategies  for 
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organizing  cues  will  yield  agreement  in  perceptions. 

A  fifth  advance  has  been  a  decreased  concern  for  the  word  climate 
and  an  increased  acceptance  of  a  research  approach  to  understanding 
organizations  usually  labelled  (by  me,  anyway)  a  "climate  approach."  This 
approach  is  characterized  by  all  of  the  preceding:  An  emphasis  on  percep¬ 
tion  as  a  behaviorally  integrating  activity;  specification  of  organizational 
processes  (i.e.,  what  goes  on  in  the  organization  with  respect  to  events, 
practices,  and  procedures)  rather  than  organizational  structure  as  the 
underpinnings  of  climate;  a  distinction  between  psychological  and  organi¬ 
zational  climate;  general  agreement  that  climate  is  defined  best  as  molar 
abstractions  of  specific  sets  of  events,  practices  and  procedures;  and, 
growing  awareness  that  meaning  is  attached  to  clusters  of  events,  practices 
and  procedures  suggesting  that  work  settings  have  numerous  climates,  one 
for  each  cluster. 

Methodological  Progress.  Schwab  (1980)  has  noted  that  lack  of  con¬ 
ceptual  clarity  precedes  poor  measurement  and  inadequate  operationaliza¬ 
tion;  nowhere  has  this  been  more  true  than  in  research  on  work  climates. 
Failure  to  do  the  hard  conceptual  work  preceding  measurement  resulted  in 
research  being  conducted  using  methodologies  which  were  far  removed  from 
the  construct.  Thus,  what  is  more  obvious  than  manipulating  work  conditions 
to  measure  the  effects  of  climate  on  behavior,  as  Lewin  and  his  colleagues 
did  (Lewin,  et  al.,  1939)?  They  "created"  three  kinds  of  social  climates 
(authc  tarian,  democratic,  laissez-faire)  by  manipulating  the  leadership 
style  of  teachers  and  examined  the  differences  the  manipulations  produced  in 
the  classroom  behavior  of  school  boys.  In  their  research,  climate  was  an 
inferred,  unmeasured,  construct.  Frederiksen,  Jensen  and  Beaton  (1972), 


in  their  investigation  of  the  effects  of  supervisory  style  on  In-basket 
performance,  used  a  similar  approach,  experimentally  manipulating  leader¬ 
ship  and  never  measuring  climate.  One  tradition  in  climate  research,  then, 
is  to  not  measure  it,  just  to  infer  it.  As  noted  earlier,  the  conceptual 
progress  that  has  been  made  lodges  the  climate  approach  to  research 
clearly  in  the  domain  of  perception,  requiring  assessment  of  climate  by 
perceptual  measures.  One  kind  of  methodological  progress  in  climate  re¬ 
search  is  that  researchers  now  try  to  measure  it. 

However,  perceptual  measures  introduce  another  problem,  which  is  at 
least  as  conceptual  as  it  is  methodological:  if  climate  is  perception, 
and  job  attitude  research  is  a  central  issue  in  I/O  Psychology  and  Organi¬ 
zational  Behavior,  isn't  the  climate  approach  just  another  way  of  assessing 
attitudes?  The  answer  is  yes  and  no.  If  attitudes  are  thought  of  as  purely 
evaluative  in  nature,  climate  research  is  not  attitude  research  because 
the  climate  approach  is  to  obtain  descriptions  of  events,  practices  and 
procedures,  not  evaluations  of  them.  However,  when  attitudes  are  con¬ 
ceptualized  as  having  both  a  belief  component  and  an  affect  component 
(Fishbein,  1967),  then  climate  research  falls  in  the  broad  domain  of 
attitude  research.  As  Schneider  (1975;  Schneider  &  Snyder,  1975)  and 
others  (e.g.,  Joyce  &  Slocum,  1979;  LaFollette  &  Sims,  1975;  Newman,  1975; 
1977)  have  argued  and  shown,  when  conceptualized  and  operationalized  as 
separable  facets,  climate  (belief)  and  job  satisfaction  (affect)  measures 
do  not  correlate  particularly  well.  Thus,  when  care  is  not  taken  to  in¬ 
sure  that  survey  respondents  keep  the  belief  and  affect  components  in¬ 
dependent,  satisfaction  and  climate  measures  will  yield  convergent 
validity  (Guion,  1973;  Johanneson,  1973). 
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On  this  latter  point,  it  is  convenient  to  remember  the  concept  of 
response  set  when  designing  climate  measures.  Survey  or  interview 
respondents  need  to  be  very  carefully  and  precisely  instructed  to  ap¬ 
proach  climate  items  by  describing  what  they  believe  actually  happens  in 
the  work  setting  rather  than  how  they  feel  about  it.  Indeed  if  respondents 
will  also  be  provided  an  opportunity  to  give  their  feelings,  prior  to 
completing  the  climate  items  they  should  be  told  that  they  will  have 
a  chance  to  indicate  how  they  feel  about  things  at  a  later  point  in  the 
survey.  This  approach  was  used  by  Schneider  and  Snyder  (1975)  in  their 
research  on  the  relationship  between  climate  and  job  satisfaction.  They 
reported  data  on  522  life  insurance  agents  and  agency  managers  who  had 
responded  to  the  Agency  Climate  Questionnaire  (ACQ;  Schneider  &  Bartlett, 
1968;  1970)  and  the  Job  Descriptive  Index  ( JDI ;  Smith,  Kendall  &  Hulin, 
1969).  The  ACQ  is  a  six-dimension,  factor-analy tically  derived,  measure 
of  the  personnel  practices  of  life  insurance  agencies.  It  assesses  such 
issues  as  supervision,  autonomy,  agency  conflict,  new  employee  socializa¬ 
tion  practices,  and  so  on.  The  JDI  is  a  five-dimension  measure  of  job 
satisfaction  which  evolved  from  a  long  series  of  careful  development/ 
validation  studies.  It  measures  satisfaction  with  the  work  itself,  super¬ 
vision,  coworkers,  pay,  and  promotion  oppo; tunities .  The  average  inter¬ 
correlation  of  the  (1)  6  ACQ  scales  was  .33,  (2)  5  JDI  scales  was  .27  but 
(3)  the  ACQ/JDI  interscale  average  correlation  was  only  .19.  Thus,  a 
second  kind  of  methodological  progress  has  been  made  which  concerns  the 
distinction  between  evaluative  and  descriptive  "attitude"  surveys,  the 
former  characterizing  job  satisfaction  and  the  latter  climate  research. 
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Two  other  methodological  issues,  however,  continue  to  be  bothersome. 

One  problem  concerns  the  multidimensional  nature  of  most  attempts  to 
assess  climate.  The  second,  the  aggregation  problem,  appears  to  be  even 
more  intractable. 

The  multidimensional  issue  in  measurement,  refers  to  the  conceptual 
issue  of  climates  vs.  climate  in  work  organizations.  The  climate  construct 
is  so  intuitively  appealing  to  uninitiated  researchers  that  they  want  a 
measure  of  "it."  As  noted  above,  climate  is  not  an  "it."  Unfortunately, 
omnibus  (or  non-specific)  measures  are  used  in  climate  research.  These 
omnibus  measures  are  useless  for  anything  but  the  most  gross  description 
of  the  range  of  variation  in  organizations.  They  cannot  be  expected  to 
make  fine  distinctions  between  units  or  to  correlate  with  any  specific 
organizational  criterion  of  interest  across  units.  The  reason  why  they 
will  not  have  much  utility  is  analogous  to  the  reason  the  MMPI  fails  to 
predict  individual  differences  in  performance  at  work:  Personality  measures 
not  tailored  to  specific  behavioral  criteria  usually  are  not  valid  for 
those  criteria  (Guion  &  Gottier,  1965).  Thus,  by  analogy,  the  nonutility 
of  omnibus  climate  measures  is  equivalent  to  the  failure  of  personality 
testing  in  industry:  lack  of  criterion  relevance  yields  lack  of  criterion 
predictability. 

There  are  many  examples  of  omnibus  climate  measures  since  these  are  the 
type  most  often  used.  The  Schneider  and  Bartlett  (1968;  1970)  ACQ  referred 
to  earlier,  and  the  Litwin  and  Stringer  (1968)  measures  both  were  developed 
and  used  as  general  purpose,  non  problem-specific,  measures;  the  results 
for  prediction  using  either  measure  are  poor.  Similarly,  the  procedure 
employed  by  the  Survey  Research  Center  at  the  University  of  Michigan 
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(e.g.,  Quinn,  1977)  for  assessing  work  roles  in  context  is  a  general 
diagnostic  with  little  evidence  supporting  its  use  in  the  prediction  of 
any  particular  criterion  of  interest.  In  brief,  the  more  comprehensive 
the  measure  attempts  to  be  in  assessing  "the"  organization,  the  less 
useful  it  will  be  in  aiding  understanding  of  a  specific  issue  or  criterion. 

Researchers  need  to  be  very  clear  about  the  kind  or  kinds  of  climate 

» 

they  wish  to  assess  if  they  hope  to  relate  their  climate  assessments  to 
some  organizational  behavior  of  interest.  A  good  example  of  this  approach 
was  published  recently  by  Zohar  (1980).  Zohar  was  specific  about  the  kind 
of  climate  he  wished  to  assess:  the  climate  for  safety.  Following  James 
and  Jones  (1974)  and  Schneider  (1975)  Zohar  attempted  to  define  the 
various  ways  by  which  organizations  provide  safety  cues  to  employees. 

As  he  noted  (p.  97):  "It  was  assumed  that  such  organizational  features 
characterize  individual  plants  and  the  global  perception  of  these  by 
production  workers,  hence,  form  the  safety  climate  of  that  factory." 

After  a  careful  review  of  the  literature,  Zohar  found  seven  sets  of 
organizational  events,  practices  and  procedures  which  seemed  to  differenti¬ 
ate  high  from  low  accident  factories.  He  then  wrote  seven  questions  des¬ 
criptive  of  each  of  the  seven  dimensions  and  interviewed  20  workers  from 
each  of  20  factories  in  three  industries  (metal,  chemical  and  food)  re¬ 
garding  their  perceptions  of  those  issues.  Four  experienced  safety 
directors  from  a  national  institute  rated  the  relative  safety  procedures 
for  the  factories  and  these  ratings  served  as  the  dependent  variable. 

Rank  difference  correlations  in  the  three  industries  between  the  interview 
responses  aggregated  for  each  factory  and  the  government  safety  directors' 
ratings  were  .90  (metal),  .80  (chemical)  and  .50  (food).  Some  omnibus 
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measure  would  have  revealed  few,  if  any,  such  appreciable  relationships. 
Indeed,  following  a  methodology  similar  to  Zohar's,  Schneider  et  al.  (1980) 
have  recently  shown  a  correlation  of  .7  between  employee  perceptions  and 
customer  perceptions  of  service-oriented  events,  practices  and  procedures 
(N  *=  23  bank  branches). 

This  problem  of  establishing  procedures  for  the  development  of 
measures  which  correlate  with  criteria  of  interest  has  not  been  addressed 
by  many  researchers.  However,  the  procedures  outlined  by  Jones  and  James 
(1979)  and  Schneider  (1975)  and  subsequently  applied  by  Zohar  (1980) 
and  Schneider  et  al.  (1980)  suggest  the  potential  utility  of  these  kinds 
of  measures  for  the  prediction  and  understanding  of  various  forms  of 
organizational  behavior  and  various  criteria  of  organizational  effectiveness. 

The  aggregation  problem  seems  more  resistant  to  solution.  This 
problem,  the  psychological  vs.  organizational  climate  issue  discussed 
earlier,  is  presented  by  Joyce  and  Slocum  (1979,  p.  32)  this  way: 

"How  can  we  meaningfully  aggregate  individuals'  descriptions  of  their  work 
environment  so  as  to  represent  larger  social  units?"  The  answer  to  the 
question  is  that  unless  the  aggregated  data  make  conceptual  sense,  no 
manner  of  statistical  or  mathematical  manipulation  will  serve  to  improve 
them.  As  Roberts,  Hulin  and  Rousseau  (1978,  p.  103)  noted,  if  one  is  going 
to  aggregate  data  prior  to  data  analysis,  it  is  imperative  that  the 
interpretation  of  the  meaning  of  the  aggregated  data  be  clear  early  in 
the  conceptualization/data-gathering/analysis  effort.  They  go  on  to  note 
that  problems  of  interpretation  and,  thus,  aggregation  problems  "will  not 
disappear  simply  because  we  are  unwilling  to  face  them"  (p.  109). 
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Thus  the  intractability  of  the  problem:  The  solution  rests  on 
clearly  thinking  about  what  aggregated  (or  disaggregated)  data  represent. 

A  solution  to  the  problem  is  the  following:  In  climate  research, 
aggregatable  survey  items  (or  interview  responses)  are  those  which  refer 
to  events,  practices  and  procedures  existing  in  the  unit  (department, 
position  level,  organization)  that  will  be  the  unit  of  analysis. 
Operationally  this  means  that  a  survey  which  will  be  used  to  compare 
organizations  should  contain  items  descriptive  of  organizational  level 
variables  (e.g.,  ways  in  which  the  organization  communicates  its  manage¬ 
ment  philosophy)  rather  than  job  variables  (e.g.,  the  reward  attributes 
of  tasks). 

For  example,  Schneider  and  Dachler  (Note  2)  report  the  development  of 
a  measure  designed  to  assess  three  levels  of  variables  of  potential 
interest  to  organizational  researchers,  job,  job  context  and  organization. 
Job  issues  were  concerned  with  descriptions  of  each  person’s  everyday  work, 
i.e.,  the  work  itself,  and  the  items  describing  the  work  itself,  were 
patterned  after  the  items  and  dimensions  isolated  by  Hackman  and  Lawler 
(1971).  Because  in  most  organizations  there  are  many  kinds  of  jobs,  it 
probably  does  not  make  sense  to  aggregate  across  jobs  to  obtain  an  organi¬ 
zation  score  for  job  type.  If  one  desires  a  job-relevant  variable  useful 
for  organizational  level  analyses,  technology  (e.g.,  batch  vs.  unit  pro¬ 
cessing  a  la  Woodward,  1965)  might  be  a  more  useful  construct. 

Contextual  issues  also  are  aggregatable  across  units/functions/posi¬ 
tions  with  considerable  risk  because  of  consistent  findings  revealing 
differences  between  subsystems  (Powell  &  Butterfield,  1978).  It  ccraes  as 
no  surprise  that  people  who  work  for  different  supervisors  or  with  different 
coworkers  will  report  how  those  supervisors  and  coworkers  behave  and  that 
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these  reports  will  reveal  differences  across  subsystems.  The  problem  is 
that  for  organizational  level  analyses,  what  can  be  done? 

Perhaps  the  answer  is  to  be  abstract  and  inclusive  rather  than 
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specific  to  the  percept  requested.  For  example,  Schrjfiider  and  Dachler 
(Note  2)  wrote  items  designed  to  assess  management  philosophy  rather  than 
specific  supervisory  practices.  For  example,  "This  organization  encourages 
supervisors  to  consider  employee  ideas  in  making  decisions"  or  "The  organi¬ 
zation  encourages  supervisors  to  communicate  the  organization's  goals  to 
employees."  In  addition,  they  tapped  into  practices  and  procedures  which 
are  typically  controlled  outside  any  particular  unit,  for  example,  revards 
practices  ("This  organization  improves  the  fringe  benefit  plans  it  provides 
its  employees")  and  personnel  practices  ("This  organization  seeks  the  best 
possible  people  for  the  job  it  has  open") . 

This  solution  only  sounds  like  a  methodological  one.  In  reality, 
however,  as  Roberts  et  al. ,  (1978)  noted,  while  aggregation  issues  exist 
in  any  organizational  level  study  using  individuals,  whether  the  issue 
is  also  a  problem  depends  largely  on  clarity  in  thinking  before  collecting 
the  data.  The  "before"  refers  to  the  care  taken  in  designing  survey  items 
relevant  to  the  unit  of  analysis  to  be  employed  after  the  data  are  aggre¬ 
gated.  Without  getting  too  deeply  into  the  topic,  the  issues  raised  above 
are  also  relevant  to  the  disaggregation  issue,  i.e.,  employing  non-individual 
data  to  make  inferences  about  individuals  (see  Sutton  &  Rousseau,  1979). 

Summary.  There  appears  to  be  some  agreement  on  a  "climate  approach" 
to  understanding  organizational  phenomena.  This  approach  rests  on  employee 
perceptions  which  are  relatively  descriptive  of  organizational  (or  subsystem) 
events,  practices  and  procedures  and  which,  in  the  aggregate,  are  useful  in 
characterizing  organizations  (or  subsystems).  Typically  this  approach 
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makes  the  assumption  that  understanding  any  one  important  outcome  (e.g., 
service,  safety)  requires  description  of  sets  or  clusters  of  events, 
practices  and  procedures.  However,  hard  conceptual  work  is  required  prior 
to  data  collection  so  that  (a)  the  clusters  of  events,  practices  and  pro¬ 
cedures  assessed  sample  the  relevant  domain  of  issues,  (b)  the  survey 
(or  interview)  is  relatively  descriptive  in  focus  and  refers  to  the  unit 
(individual,  subsystem,  organization)  of  interest  for  analytic  purposes 
(see  Sirotnik,  1980,  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  unit  of  analysis  issue). 
How  Climates  Emerge 

For  the  remainder  of  this  paper  I  want  to  present  a  view  of  organiza¬ 
tional  design  and  functioning  which  describes  how  the  events,  practices 
and  procedures  which  constitute  climates  come  to  be.  Thus,  if  one  makes 
the  common  assumption  that  the  larger  environment  causes  technology  and 
technology  causes  structure  which  determines  organizational  effectiveness 
(e.g.,  Steers,  1977,  Chapter  4)  then  structure  becomes  the  major  source 
of  climate.  However,  an  alternative  is  to  put  the  locus  of  organizational 
functioning  in  the  people  who  make  up  the  organization.  In  this  second 
view,  the  climates  observed  in  organizations  would  be  viewed  as  emerging 
from  people  interacting  with  each  other  rather  than  being  determined  by 
already-existing,  static  organizational  attributes  like  size,  number  of 
hierarchies,  technology,  and  so  on.  Indeed  one  might  hypothesize  that 
work  climates  emerge  from  the  naturally  occurring  patterns  of  the  goal- 
oriented  interactions  of  people  with  each  other  and  (changing)  facets  of 
their  work  environment.  A  detailed  exploration  of  this  hypothesis  serves 
to  highlight  the  emergent  nature  of  work  climates. 

Work  Climates  Emerge.  Most  of  the  organizational  climate  literature 
explicitly  or  implicitly  makes  the  assumption  that  climates  are  created. 


This  assumption  in  climate  research  probably  comes  from  the  early  Lewin 
experiments  in  creating  social  climates,  but  the  concept  of  unidirectional 
cause  and  effect  permeates  essentially  all  literatures  in  the  social  and 
behavioral  sciences.  McGuire  (1973,  p.  450),  in  his  very  thoughtful 
critique  of  social  psychology  put  the  issue  this  way: 

Socially  relevant  hypotheses,  no  less  than  theoretically 
relevant  hypotheses,  tend  to  be  based  on  a  simple  linear  process 
model,  a  sequential  chain  of  cause  and  effect  which  is  inadequate 
to  simulate  the  true  complexities  of  the  individual's  cognitive 
system  or  of  the  social  system  which  we  are  typically  trying  to 
describe.  Such  simple  a-affects-b  hypotheses  fail  to  catch  the 
complexities  of  parallel  processing,  bidirectional  causality, 
and  reverberating  feedback  that  characterize  both  cognitive  and 
social  organizations.  The  simple  sequential  model  had  its  uses, 
but  these  have  been  largely  exploited  in  past  progress,  and  we 
must  now  deal  with  the  complexities  of  systems... 

Weick  (1979)  recently  made  a  similar  point  when  he  presented  the  idea 
that  organizing  is  a  process  which  is  the  result  of  double-interacts 
rather  than  interacts;  i.e.,  A  -*■  B  ■*  A  rather  than  A  B. 

It  is  from  this  parallel  processing,  bidirectional  causality,  and 
reverberating  feedback  that  climates  emerge;  the  climates  are  a  function 
of  both  social  and  cognitive  (perceptual)  organization.  It  is  these  non¬ 
linear  complexities  in  social  organization  to  which  I  refer  when  I  speak 
of  naturally  occurring  patterns  of  interaction. 

Naturally  Occurring  Patterns  of  Interaction.  Interactional  Psychology 
is  a  growing  subspecialty  in  the  psychology  of  personality.  In  the  past 
five  years  three  books  of  readings  have  appeared  on  the  topic,  two  of  them 
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containing  original  contributions  (Endler  &  Magnusson,  1976  contains 
reprints;  Magnusson  &  Endler,  1977;  Pervin  6  Lewis,  1978a).  While  virtual¬ 
ly  all  theorists  pay  lip  service  to  person-situation  interactions ,' very 
little  empirical  research  exists  because  it  is  difficult  to  operationally 
define  interaction. 

Pervin  and  Lewis  (1978b)  present  five  different  ways  of  thinking 
about  interaction: 

1.  Descriptive  interaction  -  refers  to  merely  describing  the  inter¬ 
personal  relationship (s)  between  two  people  and  failing  to  explain,  by 
reference  to  personal  and  contextual  characteristics,  the  nature  of  the 
interaction. 

2.  Statistical  interaction  -  refers  to  the  multiplicative  algebraic 
interaction  term  in  ANOVA  or  moderated  multiple  regression  designs.  Most 
psychologists  think  of  interaction  in  this  very  narrow  way,  implicitly 
adopting  a  mechanistic,  unidirectional,  view  of  cause  and  effect  (Olweus, 
1977;  Overton  &  Reese,  1973). 

It  is  very  important  that  this  definition  of  interaction  be  exorcised 
from  our  thinking  because  it  is  so  seductive.  Numerous  problems  exist 
with  this  definition  of  interaction.  The  major  problem  is  that  statisti¬ 
cally  significant  algebraic  interaction  terms  are  rarely  found  outside 
of  laboratory  settings.  This  appears  to  be  true,  much  to  the  dismay  of 
Cronbach  (cf.  Cronbach  &  Snow,  1977),  because  the  extremes  of  either 
persons  or  situations  necessary  for  such  terms  to  be  significant  rarely 
occur  in  natural  settings.  Thus,  as  we  in  I/O  psychology  have  known  for 
years,  people  who  don't  "fit"  a  setting  tend  to  leave  it  (Mobley,  Griffeth, 
Hand  &  Meglino,  1979;  Porter  &  Steers,  1973)  yielding  restriction  of  range 


and,  thus,  no  significant  interaction  terms. 

3.  Additive  interaction  -  this  refers  to  the  situation  in  which  two 
(or  more)  independent  variables  contribute  linearly  (but  not  nonlinearlv) 
to  the  prediction  and/or  understanding  of  some  dependent  variable.  This 
is  also  a  statistical  approach  to  interaction  but  it  requires  no  signifi¬ 
cant  interaction  term. 

Of  course  it  is  quite  possible  for  a  study  to  reveal  no  statistical 
interaction,  i.e.,  only  additive  effects  are  shown,  and  yet  be  a  fine 
interactional  study.  This  can  happen  when  a  psychologically  meaningful 
situation  emerges  from  the  natural  interactions  of  people  and  knowledge 
about  that  situation  contributes  to  the  understanding  of  the  behavior  of 
the  people  in  it.  For  example,  Locke,  Mento  and  Katcher  (1978)  showed 
how  group  member  goals  contributed  additively,  over  and  above  individual 
members'  ability,  to  the  prediction  of  the  performance  of  people  in 
different  groups. 

4.  Interdependent  interaction  -  refers  to  the  case  in  which  facets 
of  people  and  settings  are  (potentially)  independently  measurable  but, 
because  the  people  and  setting  fail  to  exist  in  isolation  from  each  other, 
they  are  knowable  only  by  assessing  reciprocal  effects.  Note  that,  in 
the  extreme,  this  position  argues  that  people  and  situations  can  never 

be  understood  in  isolation  from  each  other  (Bowers,  1973).  The  relevance 
of  this  model  to  most  work  organizations  is  that  people  and  settings  are 
difficult  to  separate;  they  function  as  a  system  of  interdependent  entities 

5.  Reciprocal  action-transaction  -  this  is  an  extension  of  the  inter¬ 
dependent  interaction  model  with  the  addition  of  reciprocal  causation; 
i.e..  Variable  A  -*  Variable  B  -+■  Variable  A.  In  the  study  of  work,  this 
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model  suggests  the  personalization  -*■  socialization  -*•  personalization  frame¬ 
works  developed  by  Schein  (1964)  and,  more  recently.  Van  Maanen  (1976). 

This  brief  review  of  ways  to  think  about  interaction  at  work  clarifies 
what  is  meant  by  naturally  occurring  interaction.  Pervin  and  Lewis' 
concept  of  interdependent  interaction  is  the  best  summary  of  the  position 
adopted  here  except  for  the  fact  that  it  is  static;  it  sounds  like  person 
and  setting  have  always  been  non-separable . 

However,  if  one  takes  a  developmental  or  process  perspective  to  or¬ 
ganizations  (e.g.,  Kimberly  &  Miles,  1980),  it  becomes  clear  that  particu¬ 
lar  kinds  of  individuals  found  particular  kinds  of  organizations,  attract 
others  to  the  organization  who  are  compatible  and  select  people  who  are 
contributory.  It  is  out  of  this  early  mix  of  people  pursuing  the 
founder's  goals  that  a  particular  organization's  design  emerges.  What 
is  being  suggested  here  is  that  the  people  come  first;  they  choose 
their  environment,  they  choose  their  product  or  service,  they  choose 
their  employees  and  out  of  this  mix  of  individuals  attempting  to 
keep  the  organization  viable  comes  an  organization  design.  Indeed,  as 
Holland  0973,  1976)  has  documented  so  well,  there  is  considerable 
choosing  by  people  as  they  search  for  careers — and,  for  organizations 
(Wanous,  1980) — further  narrowing  the  range  of  people  in  any  one  setting. 

Goal-oriented  Interaction.  Work  organizations  are  goal-oriented. 
Frequently,  the  goals  of  a  work  organization  are  only  implicit  but,  if 
one  studies  the  decisions  of  individuals  in  organizations,  those  goals 
will  become  clear.  Mintzberg  (1973,  p.  184)  captures  the  sense  of  this 


when  he  writes: 


By  the  way  he  schedules  his  own  time  -  by  the  determination  of 
what  he  does  -  the  manager  exerts  a  significant  influence  on  his 
organization.  Should  he  favor  one  function  -  marketing  or 
production,  for  example  -  subordinates  will  adjust  accordingly 
and  cater  to  this  interest.  If  the  choice  of  favored  area  is  not 
made  in  accordance  with  real  needs,  the  organization  may  suffer  an 
imbalance.  Managers  should  consciously  allocate  their  own  time 
as  if  they  are  setting  priorities  of  their  organizations  -  for 
they  are . 

The  goals  organizations,  i.e.,  the  individuals  in  an  organization, 
choose  to  pursue  have  profound  effects  upon  the  kinds  of  individuals 
organizations  will  attract,  select,  and  retain  and,  subsequently,  the 
nature  of  the  practices  and  procedures  which  will  emerge.  It  follows 
that  the  nature  of  the  processes  which  characterize  work  settings  are  a 
relatively  direct  function  of  the  kinds  of  individuals  in  those  settings 
and  that  the  goals  of  settings  determine  the  kinds  of  people  they  will 
attract.  Thus,  following  on  the  vocational  choice  and  occupational  choice 
literatures  it  seems  quite  clear  that  people  go  to  work  in  settings  which 
fit  their  personality  (Holland,  1973) ,  in  which  they  can  implement  their 
self-image  (Super,  1953),  and  from  which  they  can  obtain  outcomes  they 
desire  (Vroom,  1964 ;  Wanous,  1980).  The  very  nonrandomness  of  these  choices 
yield  settings  characterized  by  people  who  share  common  backgrounds,  ex¬ 
periences  and  goals.  This  implies  that  organizations  or  units  with  similar 
goals  will  have  similar  climates  because  similar  people  will  be  attracted 
to  them,  and  selected  and  retained  by  them. 
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People  With  Each  Other.  The  recent  monograph  by  Owens  and  Schoenfeldt 
(1979)  is  relevant  here.  It  summarizes  many  years  of  research  by  Owens 
and  his  students  and  colleagues  regarding  the  classification  of  persons 
into  bio-data  clusters.  A  synthesis  of  what  they  have  been  able  to  show 
follows:  Individuals  with  similar  kinds  of  experiences  prior  to  going 

to  college  behave  and  feel  similarly  while  in  college  and  later.  The 
research  evidence  supporting  this  assertion  is  very  impressive,  comprising 
some  45  studies. 

These  findings  lend  considerable  support  to  the  thesis  that  people 
with  similar  backgrounds  and  experiences  tend  to  behave  in  similar  ways 
and  to  view  their  worlds  from  similar  vantage  points.  It  is  an  easy 
inferential  leap  to  hypothesize  that,  with  respect  to  work  settings,  people 
tend  to  be  attracted  to  similar  others  in  settings  they  fit  and  it  is  with 
those  others  that  they  interact.  There  are  two  important  corollaries  to 
this  conclusion:  (1)  Because  the  individuals  in  a  particular  work  context 
are  fairly  similar,  what  evolves  from  their  interaction  in  one  context 
will  probably  look  different  from  what  evolves  from  people  interacting 
in  other  settings;  (2)  Because  the  interaction  of  interest  occurs  in  the 
work  setting,  it  is  natural  for  it  (the  interaction)  to  result  in  patterns 
and  processes  useful  for  goal  attainment.  Because  different  settings  have 
different  goals,  different  practices,  procedures,  and  patterns  of  interaction 
will  characterize  those  settings  precisely  because  those  settings  will 
attract  and  retain  different  kinds  of  people. 

People  With  (Changing)  Facets.  It  should  not  be  assumed  that  people 
who  are  similar  to  each  other  are  unchanging;  it  can  be  assumed,  however, 
that  people  in  a  setting  will  tend  to  change  similarly  as  a  function  of 
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them  being  with  each  other.  People  at  the  boundaries  of  organizations 
(Thompson,  1967),  for  example,  interact  with  the  larger  environment,  receive 
input  from  it,  and  transmit  that  information  to  the  organization  for  con¬ 
sideration  and  possible  change.  In  the  face  of  change,  some  work  settings 
are  more  able  to  quickly  adapt  than  others.  Speed  of  adaptation  is  a  direct 
correlate  of  the  specificity  with  which  roles,  practices  and  procedures 
have  evolved  for  accomplishing  work  goals.  As  these  are  a  product  of 
people  and  the  goals  they  pursue,  it  is  the  people  who  need  to  be  changed 
when  new  behaviors  are  required  by  organizations.  The  reason  organizational 
change  is  so  difficult  is  because  the  people  in  a  setting  are  like  each 
other,  and  the  patterns  and  processes  they  have  evolved  for  accomplishing 
goals  are  as  much  a  part  of  them  as  they  are  of  the  organization. 

Work  Environment.  At  this  point  in  the  discussion  it  is  important 
to  remember  that  the  focus  here  is  on  the  evolution  of  work  climate.  Work 
settings  tend  to  be  more  goal-oriented,  more  unified  in  sharing  perceptions 
of  goals,  characterized  by  more  similarity  in  interests/values,  etc.  than 
other  settings.  It  is  this  relative  homogeneity  within  settings  which 
permits  studies  to  show  greater  homogeneity  in  climate  perceptions  than 
one  might  otherwise  expect  (Drexler,  1977). 

I  have  proceeded  at  great  length  over  the  basic  assumption  to  provide 
the  reader  with  a  sense  of  how  I  see  climates  emerging  in  organizations. 

Work  climates  emerge  out  of  the  goal-oriented  activities  of  people  which, 
in  turn,  emerge  from  similar  people  interacting  with  each  other  and  their 
changing  environments.  The  climates  which  emerge  are  as  much  a  part  of 
the  work  setting  as  they  are  a  part  of  the  people  because  of  the  nature 
of  the  interdependent  interaction  patterns  which  characterize  work  settings. 
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In  a  real  sense,  then,  climates  are  as  much  a  part  of  the  situation  as 
they  are  of  the  perceiver;  in  truth  they  may  be  inseparable  elements  of 
the  system  by  which  work  is  accomplished. 

Conclusion 

One  might  question  whether  or  not  the  concept  of  climate  is  necessary 
in  this  discussion.  Would  it  jot  be  just  as  easy  to  address  the  issues 
without  using  the  concept  of  climate  or  atmosphere?  Yes,  it  would  be  just 
as  easy;  perhaps  easier.  But  the  use  of  the  concept  of  climate,  this 
"climate  approach"  referred  to  earlier,  places  the  locus  of  behavior  at 
work  in  people  whence  cometh  behavior.  It  is  the  meaning  people  attach 
to  their  settings '  practices  and  procedures  which  is  the  necessary  element 
in  understanding  behavior  in  the  work  setting.  Weick  (1979,  p.  142)  puts 
the  act  of  attaching  meaning  to  environments  this  way: 

Sensemaking  [of  environments]  is  largely  solitary  in  the  sense 
that  structures  contained  within  individual  minds  are  imposed 
on  streams  of  individual  elapsed  experience  that  are  capable 
of  an  infinite  number  of  individual  reconstructions. 

This  is  the  enacted  environment  view  of  environments. 

Before  drawing  the  conclusion  that  this  is  equivalent  to  psychologi¬ 
cal  climate,  i.e.,  individual  views  of  organization,  note  that  I  assume 
that  because  people  in  the  same  work  settings  tend  to  attach  similar 
meanings  to  it,  in  any  one  setting  the  range  of  reconstructions  will  be 
small  because  of  attraction  and  selection  and  because  deviants  will 
probably  self-select  themselves  out.  This  lack  of  random  or  infinite 
sensemaking,  yields  agreement  on  climate  perceptions. 
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In  conclusion  let  me  note  a  few  items.  First,  in  this  last  section 
I  have  failed  to  emphasize  climates,  with  the  S.  Following  on  my  earlier 
comments,  however,  it  should  be  clear  that  different  kinds  of  climates 
will  emerge  from  the  natural  interactions  of  different  kinds  of  people. 

In  brief,  an  entrepreneurial  climate  in  a  YMCA  would  be  as  strange  as  a 
humanist  climate  in  a  gambling  casino! 

Second,  the  notion  of  emerging  climates  really  requires  mention  of 
the  idea  that  for  every  newcomer  to  organizations  the  setting  emerges  anew. 
We  know  that  newcomers  are  starved  for  cues  and  clues  about  the  climates 
of  settings  when  they  arrive  at  a  new  job  (cf.  Van  Maanen,  1976;  Wanous, 
1980)  and  at  Michigan  State  we  are  currently  trying  to  do  some  newcomer 
research  using  observations,  diaries,  and  interviews  to  get  at  some  of 
the  practices  and  procedures  new  employees  fix  on  as  a  basis  for  their 
climate  perceptions  and  their  behavior.  Thus,  we  are  after  the  identifi¬ 
cation  of  practices  and  procedures  that  "tell"  employees  that  safety  is 
important  or  that  service  is  not  valued. 

Third,  and  finally,  while  the  "climate  approach"  has  been  useful, 
it  is  not  time  to  be  sanguine.  Even  the  most  optimistic  climate 
researcher  (probably  me)  realizes  they  many  of  the  pitfalls  have  not 
yet  been  explicated.  What  I  have  tried  to  do  in  the  present  piece 
is  show  more  about  where  we  are  and  how  I  think  climates  emerge  than 


indicate,  again,  the  problems. 
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